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The purpose of this study was to examine whether prejudice was the mediator between 
ethnocentrism and interethnic discrimination. A survey was conducted at a university in 
Surabaya which has a multicultured student population (N = 300) recruited using incidental 
sampling. Data were collected using discrimination, ethnocentrism, and prejudice questionnaires. 
The hypothesis was tested using regression analysis with simple mediation. Results showed 
that prejudice was the mediator between ethnocentrism and discrimination (t = 12.637; p < 
.01); meanwhile ethnocentrism was not a predictor of discrimination when prejudice was 
controlled (t = 1.444; p > .05). Results also provide a suggestion to ethnic group members to 
be more open and control their prejudice toward other ethnic groups in order to grow posi-
tive inter-ethnic relationships. 
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Tujuan studi ini adalah menguji apakah prasangka menjadi mediator yang menjelaskan 
hubungan antara etnosentrisme dan diskriminasi antaretnis. Metode survei dengan incidental 
sampling (N = 300) dilakukan pada populasi mahasiswa sebuah universitas di Surabaya dengan 
populasi mahasiswa yang multikultur. Pengumpulan data menggunakan angket diskriminasi, 
etnosentrisme, dan prasangka. Hipotesis penelitian diuji menggunakan analisis regresi dengan 
mediasi sederhana. Hasilnya menunjukan prasangka sebagai mediator antara etnosentrisme 
dan diskriminasi (t = 12.637; p < .01); adapun etnosentrisme bukan prediktor terhadap diskriminasi 
ketika prasangka dikontrol (t = 1.444; p > .05). Hasil studi juga menyarankan agar para anggota 
kelompok etnik lebih terbuka dan mampu mengendalikan prasangka terhadap kelompok etnik 
lain agar hubungan antar-etnis dapat tumbuh kembang ke arah positif. 
 
Kata kunci: diskriminasi, prasangka, etnosentrisme, hubungan antar-etnis 
 
 
Discrimination, prejudice and stereotypes are not 
new phenomena for people around the world. In 
Indonesia, many intolerant behaviors are derived 
from group diversity and differences (Liliweri, 2005). 
Group diversity includes differences in ‘SARA’ 
(suku, agama, ras, antargolongan in Indonesian, or 
tribe, religion, race, intergroup in English) and other 
group-based differences. Discrimination, prejudice, 
and stereotypes based on ‘SARA’ are negative, into-
lerant behaviors that are still common in Indonesia. 
Because of this intolerance, a group or members of a 
group are adversely impacted by the negative behaviors. 
In Indonesia, there are about 300 ethnic groups 
[sic] (Liliweri, 2005). Consequently, there are poten-
tial conflicts or interethnic hostilities. Based on the 
Indonesian Central Bureau of Statistics’ or BPS’s 2010 
data, the number of native-born ethnic population has 
reached 233,895,869 people or 98.8 percent. Due to 
superiority in population, native Indonesians might 
not be able to accept other ethnic groups because of 
language, belief, and custom differences. 
In the May 1998 riots, people and university stu-
dents gathered to protest the increasing price of basic 
commodities. The ethnic Chinese community was 
accused to play a role in rupiah depreciation despite 
no accurate data or evidence that ethnic Chinese 
with all their shops and businesses had caused the 
collapse of rupiah. Many native Indonesians per-
ceived that ethnic Chinese were not natives; they 
were merely immigrants. Several blog sites, on the 
behalf of native Indonesians, attached stigma to, 
denigrated ethnic Chinese. The native Indonesian 
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community considered that ethnic Chinese had ta-
ken control the economy and politics of Indonesia. 
Another blog site indicating a rejection toward the 
existence of ethnic Chinese posted an article about 
ethnic Chinese who wanted to control Indonesia in 
various aspects, ranging from religion to politics 
(Baskom, E., 2012). 
Ethnic Chinese have spread across all clusters of 
Surabaya (the east, central, west, north and south of 
Surabaya). With the existence of ethnic Chinese in 
all areas, native and Chinese Indonesians should be 
able to coexist. Nevertheless, in reality, conflicts of-
ten occur between the two ethnic groups, including 
the students from each ethnic group. Based on our 
interview with two students, it was revealed that they 
experienced negative treatment from others because 
of their ethnic differences. SD (an initial name, a 
sixth semester student) claimed that he was discri-
minated and humiliated with the word ‘Chinese’ and 
was isolated because he is a Chinese Indonesian. 
TDS (an initial name, a last semester student) was 
treated negatively by parents of his ex-girlfriend be-
cause he is a native Indonesian. Moreover, he ad-
mitted that once he had been expelled from his ex-
girlfriend’s house and that his ex-girlfriend's parents 
shouted at him. 
Based on previous data and phenomena, native 
and Chinese Indonesians who live in Surabaya are 
often involved in conflicts. The sources of conflicts 
are varied, one of them is the teaching from the so-
cial environment, particularly parents or relatives, 
as well as personal and cultural experiences. The 
following Table 1 indicates previous studies on in-
ter-ethnic relations, particularly on ethnocentrism and 
prejudice. 
Based on the previous studies (see Table 1), it 
can be concluded that there are many ethnic groups 
and tribes in Indonesia; therefore, prejudices and 
stereotypes toward other ethnic groups are likely to 
occur. We would like to know how discrimination 
enters the public life. Theoretically, discrimination 
as behavior could not be separated from prejudice 
which is the attitude that shape behavior. Prejudice 
is a negative attitude toward the members of a parti-
cular group, prejudice is based solely on the member-
ship of a group (Myers, 2013; Correll, Judd, Park, & 
Wittenbrink, 2010). In other words, discrimination 
is the product of prejudice and discrimination is 
essentially the action of prejudice. Furthermore, in 
relation to intergroup relations, prejudice is an at-
titude that could not be separated from the beliefs of 
individuals or groups, including ethnocentrism.  
As is known, Indonesia has and preserves the slo-
gans of Pancasila (five principles of the Indonesian 
State Philosophy: Belief in the One and Only God, 
A just and civilized humanity, A unified Indonesia, 
Democracy, led by the wisdom of the representatives 
of the People, and Social justice for all Indonesians) 
and ‘Bhinneka Tunggal Ika’ which means ‘unity in 
diversity’. However, have the slogans been put into 
practice? Based on several “bad” incidents in Indo-
nesia related to ‘SARA’, Indonesians living in a mul-
ticultural society should have learnt the lesson and 
reduced their prejudice and discrimination that is 
due to differences in social identities. 
Discrimination and prejudice also occur among 
university students. Based on our preliminary study, 
we found several factors that caused discrimination, 
namely: personal experiences, significant others, 
and emotional influences. The three factors were re-
vealed during interviews with several native Indo-
nesian students from a private university, a multi-
cultural campus in Surabaya. One of the students, 
RS (an initial name, 19 years old) admitted that he 
was uncomfortable in making friends with Chinese 
Indonesians because he had negative experiences 
when doing group assignments with ethnic Chinese 
students. He was ignored, was not involved in a gro-
up discussion, and even was not assigned any task. 
Furthermore, RS said that his grandmother (a signi-
ficant other) had a negative impression about ethnic 
Chinese and warned him to avoid dating with a Chi-
nese Indonesian girl. As a result, RS felt uncomfor-
table and finally left his prospective girlfriend who 
is a Chinese Indonesian. Emotion also plays a role 
in developing prejudice as stated by another native 
Indonesian student, DDE (an initial name, 20 years 
old, female). Based on her experiences, she felt dis-
appointed and was reluctant to make friends with 
people from ethnic Chinese because her past expe-
riences resulted in negative feelings. Furthermore, 
our observation on students’ interactions in one of 
the faculties of the aforementioned private univer-
sity showed that most students tended to mix and be 
in a group with others from the same ethnic group; 
native Indonesian students gathered with native In-
donesian students, and so did the ethnic Chinese stu-
dents. 
In May 2016, we used elicitation interviews with 
ten native Indonesian students from various facul-
ties to investigate their prejudices and stereotypes. 
The results showed that prejudices and stereotypes 
have spread across the faculties and almost all of the 
ten informants prejudiced against ethnic Chinese. 
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Table 1  
Previous Research on Interethnic Relations (Ethnocentrism and Prejudice) 
 
Researchers and 
Year of 
Publication 
 
Title Participants Results 
Yulvika, U.E., 
Rivaie, W., & 
Rustiyarso (2014) 
Analisis Etnosentrisme antar-kelompok 
Siswa di Kelas XI IPS SMAN 1 Sungai 
Ambawang (Analysis of  Ethnocentrism 
Among Students of Grade 11- Social 
Science, SMAN 1 Sungai Ambawang) 
11th grade 
students majoring 
in social science 
at SMAN 1 
Ambawang 
The students mixed with students 
from the same ethnic group be-
cause they had similar identity 
and considered that their ethnic 
group was better than others. 
 
Ulaan, K., 
Herani, I. & 
Rahmawati, 
I.(2016)   
Prasangka Mahasiswa Papua pada Etnis 
Jawa di Kota Malang (Prejudice of Papuan 
Students  Toward Javanese in Malang) 
Papuan students 
who lived  in 
Malang 
The participants who showed 
prejudice toward ethnic Javanese 
had a number of stereotypes as 
their source of prejudice. 
 
Ali, R., Indrawati, 
E. S., & Masykur, 
A. M. (2010).   
Hubungan antara Identitas Etnik dengan 
Prasangka Terhadap Etnik Tolaki pada 
Mahasiswa Muna di Universitas Haluoleo 
Kendari Sulawesi Tenggara (The 
Relationship Between Ethnic Identity and 
Prejudice Toward Tolaki Ethnic Group By 
Students From Muna Ethnic Group at 
Haluoleo University, Kendari Southeast 
Sulawesi) 
 
Students from 
Muna ethnic 
group who 
studied at 
Haluoleo 
University 
There was a positive correlation 
between ethnic identity and 
prejudice toward ethnic Tolaki 
students by Muna ethnic group 
at Haluoleo University. 
 
 
Most informants said that people from ethnic Chinese 
were stingy, insolent, and pinchpenny. 
Based on the above explanations, native Indonesian 
students had stereotypes and prejudices toward Chi-
nese Indonesian students. Such prejudices and ste-
reotypes could not be separated from their social i-
dentity in which native Indonesian students viewed 
Chinese Indonesian students as their out-group. Mo-
reover, there was a judgmental bias since native In-
donesian students assumed that their ethnic group 
was better than ethnic Chinese (ethnocentrism). Ne-
vertheless, we have not yet understood the level of 
discrimination and the way discriminatory behavi-
ors of native Indonesian students against Chinese 
Indonesian students were influenced by prejudice, 
as well as whether prejudice was related or not to 
ethnocentrism. Therefore, this study aimed to exa-
mine how ethnocentrism influenced discrimination 
with prejudice as a mediator. 
 
 
Discrimination 
 
Definition of Discrimination 
 
There are many definitions of discrimination as 
indicated by social scientists. In general, however, 
discrimination refers to an unfair, a negative treat-
ment against a group or members of a group based 
on their characteristics or attributes, such as race, 
ethnicity, religion, sex or other specific characteristics 
(Al-Ramiah, Hewstone, Dovidio, & Penner, 2010; 
Myers, 2013; Stangor, 2016). Meanwhile, Correll et 
al. 2010 define discrimination as behavior directed 
toward the members of a category that impacts them 
and this behavior simply occurs because they are 
the members of that category. 
There are several types of discrimination. Based 
on their form, there are two types of discrimination: 
(1) intentionally, direct, explicit discrimination; and 
(2) subtle, indirect, unconscious, automatic discrimi-
nation. Based on the perpetrators, there are indivi-
dual discrimination and institutional discrimination 
(Myers, 2013). In practice, individual discrimination 
involves real and direct circumstances. For example, 
when a Chinese Indonesian elementary school stu-
dent walked home from school, he was confronted 
by several children who were also in elementary 
school but they were native Indonesians: "Hey there, 
pig, pig, a pig is passing by" while throwing stones 
at him. Meanwhile, institutional discrimination is 
indirect discrimination through rules or regulations. 
For instance, a Muslim teacher working in a Christian 
school wanted to wear a hijab but she was banned 
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by the school’s rule: wearing hijab or being sus-
pended from work. The manifestations of discrimi-
natory behavior are verbal and non-verbal hostility, 
avoidance of contact, aggressive behavior, and denial 
of opportunity and access or equal treatment (Al 
Ramiah et al., 2010). 
In line with the above explanation concerning in-
terethnic relations, it can be concluded that discri-
mination is a distinctively negative behavior against 
an ethnic group or its members merely because of 
their different characteristics, which can be done 
directly or indirectly, individually or institutionally. 
 
Dimensions of Discrimination 
 
Discrimination as "prejudice in acts" has seven 
dimensions, as stated by Liliweri (2005), namely: 
(1) motivation; (2) discriminatory behavior; (3) im-
pacts of discrimination; (4) the relationship between 
motivation and discrimination; (5) the relationship 
between discriminatory behavior and discrimination 
contexts; (6) institutional contexts; and (7) broader 
community contexts. This study aimed to investi-
gate the levels of discriminatory behaviors that oc-
cur among students in a private university holding 
the principle/value of multiculturalism. Therefore, 
we used only two dimensions of discrimination, 
which are motivation and discriminatory behavior. 
The use of two dimensions of discrimination in this 
study was in line with Al Ramiah et al. (2010)’s two 
manifestations of discrimination, which are overt or 
direct, and subtle, unconscious or automatic. The 
motivation behind discrimination is related to drives 
and expectations within a person that are invisible 
(covert) which then manifest into a real action 
(overt). 
 
Factors Influencing Discrimination 
 
Theoretically, social psychologists have proposed 
various causative factors of discriminatory behavior. 
Al Ramiah et al. (2010) presented four main theories 
that explain the causes of discrimination, which are 
the social identity theory, behavior from intergroup 
affect and stereotype theory, aversive racism theory; 
and system justification theory. 
Social identity theory.    This theory argues that 
group members are motivated to protect their self-
esteem and achieve positive and distinct social iden-
tity. Motivation to obtain positive social identity 
can result in discrimination (Martiny, & Rubin, 
2016). 
Behavior from Intergroup Affect and Stereo-
type Theory.    Echebarria-Echabe (2013); Boysen 
(2017) used BIAS (Behavior from Intergroup Affect 
and Stereotypes) to explain how stereotypes and 
emotions shape a tendency to act against other 
groups. The theory suggests that a relative status and 
competi-tiveness of a group determine stereotypes 
toward out-groups. The stereotypes predict affect 
(emotions/ attitudes) toward out-groups, and then 
affect pre-dicts a tendency to display discriminatory 
behavior against out-groups. 
Aversive racism theory.    According to Dovidio 
and Gaertner (2010), negative evaluations toward 
racial or ethnic minorities were recognized from per-
sistent avoidance of interactions with other racial 
and ethnic groups. In contrast to traditional and o-
vert racism, which is characterized by intense hatred 
for and discrimination against racial or ethnic mino-
rities, aversive racism is characterized by implicit or 
unconscious discriminatory behavior. 
System justification theory.     This theory ex-
plains that social identity that underlies the need for 
positive distinctiveness is a function of an indivi-
dual's positive feelings for ego justification and gro-
up justification. Positive or negative social identity 
depends on an individual’s perception toward the 
fairness of a system underlying in-group and out-
group relationships (Jost, 2017; Jost, Becker, Osborne, 
& Badaan, 2017). 
Based on the above theoretical reviews, it can be 
concluded that in relation to interethnic relations, 
discrimination occurs because of prejudice arising 
from individuals’ motivation to increase or maintain 
the social identity of their in-group. 
 
 
Prejudice 
 
Definition of Prejudice 
 
According to Allport (1954), prejudice is an 
antipathy which is the result of false or inflexible 
generalizations. Such generalizations are due to 
superficial feelings or experiences toward a particular 
person or group of people. Myers (2013) defines 
prejudice as a negative attitude toward a group or an 
individual based on certain characteristics. The atti-
tude is shaped by a combination of feelings, a ten-
dency to act, and beliefs. According to Liliweri 
(2005), prejudice is a negative view that involves 
emotion toward an indi-vidual or a group as a result 
of comparison with one’s  
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own group. Based on these definitions, it can be 
concluded that prejudice is a negative attitude, re-
flecting a subjective way of thinking and feeling in-
side a person as a result of overgeneralization to-
ward other ethnic groups. 
 
Components of Prejudice 
 
According to Myers (2013), prejudice is an atti-
tude. Similar to an attitude in general, prejudice is a 
combination of three components or ABCs of atti-
tudes: affect (feelings), behavior tendencies (incli-
nations to act), and cognition (beliefs). People with 
prejudice dislike out-groups or those with different 
characteristics (affective aspect), which can be seen 
from their tendency to behave differently and unfairly 
against their out-groups (conative aspect) as a result 
of their negative beliefs about the characteristics of 
a particular group (cognitive aspect). 
 
Factors Influencing Prejudice 
 
Based on different studies by social scientists, we 
conclude that ethnic prejudice occurs due to various 
factors. These factors include: 
Authoritarian personality.    Individuals with 
authoritarian personality adjust rigidly when inter-
acting with people from other ethnic groups. Such 
personality may be developed because parents do not 
express their love and use strict discipline to their 
child; and therefore, their child learns to control his/ 
her anxiety by showing a rigid attitude. Adorno, Frenkel-
Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford (1950) argue that 
individuals with authoritarian personality are parti-
cularly vulnerable to have prejudice and stereotypes. 
Past experiences (the role of social learning).     
Myers (2013) suggests that raising children in certain 
ways might reduce or increase prejudice. The role 
of parents, religious communities, and society are 
important to maintain or reduce prejudice. According 
to the social learning theory, children have negative 
attitudes toward a certain ethnic group because they 
have a role model. The role model provides a social 
representation of how individuals should act as "we" 
(in-group) and "they" (out-group). Children observe 
and learn to imitate the views expressed by the role 
model who could be their parents, friends, teachers 
and other significant others. Children are supported 
by their environment and rewarded by their parents 
and significant others because they imitate the role 
model’s views. 
Conformity.    Conformity is a change in indivi-
duals’ behavior or belief as a result of real or ima-
gined group pressure. A classical research conducted 
by Pettigrew (1958) in 1950s among white South 
Africans showed a significant positive correlation 
between conformity to social norms and prejudice 
toward other groups. 
Ethnocentrism.    Ethnocentrism is individuals’ 
tendency to evaluate other cultures using their own 
norms and values. It also includes suspicion toward 
people from other cultures, which usually to weak-
nesses, have punitive attitudes, and obey their in-
group authority. 
Socialization.     Many prejudices are inherited 
from parents. Mass media, including television, mo-
vies, and advertisement, also features stereotypical 
images that degrade other groups, such as ethnic 
minorities, women, gays and lesbians, and people 
with disabilities. Various studies have shown that 
socialization by social agents, particularly parents, has 
an impact on children’s prejudice (Cabrera, Kuhns, 
Malin, & Aldoney, 2016). 
Group closeness (in-group versus out-group). 
Group closeness is a process in which groups draw 
sharp boundaries between their in-group and out-
group. Interethnic prejudice arises because of inter-
ethnic social distance. According to the social iden-
tity theory (Turner & Tajfel, 1986), an individual has 
social identity because of his/her membership to a 
particular social group, this results in a separation 
between his/her social worlds; that is, in-group, which 
is called "us" and out-group, which is called "them". 
Closed groups tend to resist interactions with out-
groups, particularly inter-marriage. A study by Marista 
(2014) showed that individuals having friends from 
different ethnic groups had low levels of intergroup 
prejudice. 
Social inequalities.    Unequal status breeds 
prejudice. The social dominance orientation theory 
(Kteily, Sidanius, & Levin, 2011) suggests that a gro-
up is motivated to dominate other groups in order to 
improve or retain its social status. 
Economic benefits.    Social studies have confirm-
ed that prejudice increases when a group is in a di-
rect competition with other groups to gain economic 
resources. These studies are helpful in explaining why 
prejudice increases dramatically during stressful e-
conomic and social periods. The realistic group con-
flict theory suggests that prejudice arises when groups 
compete for scarce resources (Maddux, Galinsky, 
Cuddy, & Polifroni, 2008). 
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Conflict.    According to the conflict theory, in 
order to maintain a distinctive social status, power, 
and ownership, dominant groups believe that there 
is no competition for resources between their groups 
and minority groups. With respect to intergroup re-
lations, the social dominance theory (Kteily, Sidanius, 
& Levin, 2011) explains that a group has a motiva-
tion to dominate other social groups. Individuals or 
groups who perceived themselves as powerful could 
even do extreme violence against other people or 
groups in order to protect their interests. Meanwhile, 
the members of minority groups may reciprocate the 
violence to improve their condition (Myers, 2013). 
In line with the previous theoretical explanations, 
it can be concluded that ethnic prejudice occurs not 
only due to a single factor but interactions between 
personal and social factors. Personal factors consist 
of authoritarian personality, previous experiences, 
and ethnocentrism. Meanwhile, social factors include 
group closeness, conformity, group inequities, eco-
nomic benefits, and intergroup conflicts. 
 
 
Ethnocentrism 
 
Definition of Ethnocentrism 
 
Bizumic (2014) stated that the term ethnocen-
trism was firstly introduced by Ludwig Gumplowich 
and then popularized by William G. Sumner. In the 
beginning, ethnocentrism was merely a sociological 
construct that described a conflict between in-group 
and out-group. Sumner (1906) defines ethnocentrism 
as an idea that one’s ethnic group, which is viewed 
as his/her in-group, is more superior than other 
ethnic groups, this sometimes results in an inferior 
judgement to those who are from other ethnic groups 
or out-groups (Pocovnicu & Vasilache, 2012; Njoroge 
& Kirori, 2014). Meanwhile, ethnocentrism as a so-
cio-psychological construct defined by Bizumic (2015) 
as a person’s belief in the superiority of his/her own 
ethnic or cultural group’s values and practices com-
pared to those from other cultures.  
Levinson (1950) states that ethnocentrism arises 
from broad and rigid differences that are made be-
tween in-group and out-group. This involves nega-
tive stereotypes and hostile attitudes toward out-group. 
In contrary, there are positive stereotypes about one’s 
in-group, obedience, and hierarchical and authori-
tarian views on intergroup interactions, in which the 
in-group has the most dominant position whereas 
the out-group is at subordinate position. 
Based on previous definitions, it can be conclu-
ded that ethnocentrism is a set of beliefs that one’s 
traditions and behaviors (in-group) are better than 
those of other cultures (out-group) and that one’s 
culture should be used as the standard to judge other 
cultures. Sumner (1906) suggests the three aspects 
of ethnocentrism: (1) some societies have several 
characteristics in social life that can be hypothesized 
as syndromes; (2) ethnocentric syndromes are func-
tionally related to the order and existence of a group 
and intergroup competitions; (3) there is generali-
zation that all groups have the syndromes. 
 
The Relationship Between Ethnocentrism 
and Discrimination with Prejudice as a 
Mediator 
 
In terms of intergroup relations in campus setting, 
ethnic-based discrimination is considered real, ne-
gative, and unfair behaviors performed by native 
Indonesian students against ethnic Chinese students 
and vice versa. As negative behaviors against a cer-
tain group or members of a group (Myers 2013), dis-
criminatory behavior in campus are manifested in 
various behaviors, such as mocking, insulting, bul-
lying, rejecting/avoiding being friends with the per-
son, either in formal groups (e.g., a group discussion 
in class) or in informal groups (e.g., a peer-group at 
campus). The causal relationships among ethnocen-
trism, prejudice, and discrimination are shown in 
Figure 1. 
Figure 1 reveals that discriminatory behavior occurs 
because of prejudice, which is defined as a negative 
attitude or dislike shown by native Indonesian stu-
dents toward Chinese Indonesian students. Further, 
prejudice as the antecedent of discrimination is re-
lated to or is shaped by stereotypes, which is defi-
ned as false beliefs or inaccurate judgments that eth-
nic Chinese has a number of negative attributes, such 
as stingy, miserly, inflexible, and impolite. Stereo-
types defined as beliefs or judgments that are belie-
ved to be true are developed from personal cogni-
tive and social construction. In other words, social 
perceptions, feelings, and behaviors are shaped by 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Causal relationships among the research 
variables. 
 
Ethnocentrism Prejudice Discrimination 
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social identification. Based on several previous stu-
dies, Van Veelen, Otten, Cadinu, & Hansen (2016) 
concludes that those who strongly identifiy them-
selves with their in-group’s beliefs (in-group think) 
are close and committed to their group, and act on 
behalf of their group. 
As a personal cognitive construct, a number of 
negative stereotypes toward Chinese Indonesian stu-
dents held by native Indonesian students are formed 
through direct experiences with ethnic Chinese. Me-
anwhile, stereotypes as social constructs are derived, 
shaped, and learned by native Indonesian students 
from their social environment, such as parents, fri-
ends, and mass media. Negative judgements and be-
liefs of native Indonesian students toward Chinese 
Indonesian students tend to be biased because their 
beliefs are based on ethnocentrism. According to 
Rubin and Badea (2010), individuals with high eth-
nocentrism tend to underestimate people from other 
groups (out-groups) in order to maintain their posi-
tive self-esteem (Iacoviello, Berent, Frederic, & Pereira, 
(2017). Based on a social comparison with other eth-
nic groups, individuals tend to focus on the positive 
characteristics of their in-group and the negative cha-
racteristics of other ethnic groups (out-group). This 
phenomenon is known as an in-group bias in which 
the individuals tend to view their group in a positive 
way compared to other groups (Myers, 2013). 
Ethnocentrism includes the subjective views or 
beliefs of native Indonesian students as the in-group. 
They tend to compare and provide negative judge-
ments on the characteristics of Chinese Indonesian 
students as the out-group using the standards of their 
own ethnic group. Therefore, ethnocentrism is the 
basis or root of prejudice and discrimination, because 
the holders think that they are superior than others 
and perceive or prejudice against another ethnic gro-
up that they consider having cultural defects, which 
in turn arises different actions or treatment against a 
particular ethnic group (Liliweri, 2005). 
Based on the above explanations, it can be con-
cluded that prejudice plays a central role in the rela-
tionship between ethnocentrism and discrimination, 
particularly in interethnic relations between native 
Indonesian and Chinese Indonesian students. Pre-
judice, which is defined as negative feelings toward 
people from other groups, is shaped by ethnocen-
trism, which is defined as a tendency to have nega-
tive judgments toward other ethnic groups. Further-
more, prejudice possessed by native Indonesian stu-
dents manifests in discriminatory behavior against 
ethnic Chinese students. Hence, the hypothesis of 
this study was as follows: there is a relationship be-
tween ethnocentrism and discrimination of native 
Indonesian students against Chinese Indonesian stu-
dents with prejudice as the mediator. 
 
 
Methods 
  
Research Variables 
 
Three variables in this study were: (1) discrimination 
as a dependent variable; (2) ethnocentrism as an in-
dependent variable; and (3) prejudice as a mediator 
variable. 
 
Operational Definition of Research Variables 
 
Discrimination is a negative and unfair behavior 
of native Indonesian students against Chinese In-
donesian students as measured by the Discrimina-
tion Questionnaire. The questionnaire prepared by 
the authors consists of two dimensions, namely: mo-
tivation, and discriminatory behavior. The higher the 
participants’ scores, the more frequent the native In-
donesian students display discriminatory behavior 
against ethnic Chinese students. On the contrary, the 
lower the participants’ scores, the less frequent the 
native Indonesian students display their discrimina-
tory behavior against ethnic Chinese students. 
Prejudice is a negative attitude or dislike shown 
by native Indonesian students toward ethnic Chi-
nese students which is formed by the combination 
of feelings, tendencies to act, and beliefs. The Pre-
judice Questionnaire used in this study was based 
on the aspects of prejudice according to Myers (2013), 
consisting of cognitive, affective and conative as-
pects. The higher the participants’ scores, the higher 
the native Indonesians’ prejudice toward ethnic Chi-
nese students. On the contrary, the lower the parti-
ciants’ scores, the lower the native Indonesians’ pre-
judice towards ethnic Chinese students. 
Ethnocentrism is a view by native Indonesian stu-
dents that their ethnic characteristics are better than 
those of ethnic Chinese students and this view is ba-
sed on their own cultural standards. Ethnocentrism 
was measured using the Ethnocentrism Question-
naire. The questionnaire was based on the aspects of 
ethnocentrism according to Sumner (1906): (1) some 
societies have several characteristics in social life 
that can be hypothesized as syndromes; (2) ethno-
centristic syndromes is functionally related to the 
order and existence of a group and intergroup com-
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Table 2 
Blueprint of the Discrimination Questionnaire 
Aspects Favourable Unfavourable Total 
Motivation 1,2,3,4 12,13,14 7 
Discriminatory 
behaviour 
5,6,7,8,9,10,1
1 
15,16 9 
Total 11 5 16 
 
Table 3 
Blueprint of the Prejudice Questionnaire   
Aspects Favourable Unfavourable Total 
Cognitive 3,9,13,15,17,18,22 2,6,14,16,21 12 
Affective 8,12,20,23 7,11 6 
Conative 1,10,19 4,5,24 6 
Total 14 10 24 
 
Table 4 
Blueprint of the Ethnocentrism Questionnaire 
Aspects Item Number Total 
Hypothesis as a syndrome 1,8,13,14,17 5 
Functional syndromes 2,5,9,10,15,19 6 
Generalization 3,4, 
6,7,11,12,16,18 
8 
Total 19 
 
 
petitions; (3) there is a generalization that all groups 
have the syndromes. The higher the participants’ 
scores, the higher the native Indonesians’ ethnocen-
trism. On the contrary, the lower the participants’ 
scores, the lower the native Indonesians’ ethnocen-
trism. 
 
Participants 
 
Participants in this study (N = 300) were native 
Indonesian students selected using accidental sam-
pling from the population of students at a private 
university in Surabaya. In this university, the num-
ber of native and Chinese Indonesian students were 
about equal. The characteristics of participants were 
enrolled undergraduate students in all year level 
from the first to fourth year, whose both parents 
were native Indonesians. Participants consisted of 
20.3% men and 79.7% women. The majority of par-
ticipants (96.3%) reported that they currently had 
friends or ever had friends from ethnic Chinese, 
while the rest of participants (3.7%) did not have 
Chinese Indonesian friends. In terms of the relation-
ships with ethnic Chinese, most participants (51.7%) 
reported that in daily life, they had 'close', 'somewhat 
close' (33.3%), 'somewhat not close' (10%), and 'not 
close' relationships (4%). Most participants (76.3%) 
had neighbors from ethnic Chinese, while the rest of 
participants (23.7%) reported that they had no ne-
ighbors from ethnic Chinese. 
 
Measures 
 
In this study, three measures in the form of ques-
tionnaires were used for collecting data to test the 
research hypothesis. The measures consist of the 
Questionnaire of Ethnocentrism, Prejudice, and Dis-
crimination of native Indonesian students against 
ethnic Chinese students. The Discrimination Ques-
tionnaire was developed according to the blueprint 
in Table 2. 
The Discrimination Questionnaire consists of 16 
items in which six of them measure the aspects of 
motivation, and nine items measure the aspects of 
discriminatory behavior. Several examples of items 
are: (1) 'I do not want to help ethnic Chinese stu-
dents who have learning difficulty'; (2) 'I do not 
want to be in a group with ethnic Chinese students 
for assignments’, both items measure the aspect of 
motivation; (3) 'I will invite ethnic Chinese students 
to join my peer-group', this item measures the as-
pect of discriminatory behavior. The Discrimination 
Questionnaire is a five-point Likert scale with res-
ponse options ranging from strongly agree, agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, disagree, to strongly dis-
agree. The Alpha Cronbach’s reliability coefficient 
of this measure was .910. 
The Prejudice toward Ethnic Chinese Question-
naire was compiled based on the blueprint in Table 3. 
The Prejudice Questionnaire consists of 24 items, 
in which 12 items measure the cognitive aspect, se-
ven items measure the affective aspect, and five i-
tems measure the conative aspect. Several exam-
ples of items are: (1) 'I think ethnic Chinese holds a 
grudge against my ethnic group', the item measures 
the cognitive aspect; (2) 'I feel like I am being look-
ed down when I am surrounded by Chinese Indo-
nesians, this item measures the affective aspect; (3) 
‘I do not mind making friends with Chinese Indo-
nesians', this item measures the conative aspect. The 
Alpha Cronbach’s reliability coefficient for this me-
asure was .883. 
The Ethnocentrism Questionnaire is a five-point 
Likert scale with the response option ranging from 
strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, 
disagree, to strongly disagree. The questionnaire was 
developed using the blueprint in Table 4. 
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This questionnaire consists of 19 favorable items 
in which five of them measure the aspect of hypo-
thesis as a syndrome, six items measure the aspects 
of functional syndromes, and eight items measure 
the aspects of generalization. Several examples of 
items are: (1) 'my culture should be the role model 
for other cultures', this item measures the aspect of 
hypothesis as a syndrome; (2) 'lifestyle in other cul-
tures are as good as that in my culture’, this item mea-
sures the functional syndrome aspect; (3) 'people 
from other cultures would be happier if they live like 
people from my culture', this item measures the ge-
neralization aspect. The questionnaire is a Likert 
scale with five options, which are strongly agree, a-
gree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, and strong-
ly disagree, with a score ranging from 1 to 5. The 
Alpha Cronbach’s reliability coefficient of this 
questionnaire was .816. In sum, all of the three qu-
estionnaires used in this study were considered re-
liable because the Alpha Cronbach’s coefficients 
were above .70 (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2013). 
Before the three questionnaires used for data col-
lection, a validity test was conducted. Content vali-
dity is a process to ensure that an instrument mea-
sures the content area that is intended to measure 
(Urbina, 2014). A content validity test for the three 
questionnaires in this study was based on the the 
content validity ratio (CVR) with three raters. Ac-
cording to Lawshe (1975), the CVR score of each 
item ranges from 1 to -1 as measured by the follow-
ing formula: 
 
 
 
Notes. 
CVR = Content Validity Ratio 
n = The number of panel members indicating an item “essential” 
N = The number of panel members 
 
With three raters, an item is considered meeting 
the content validity criteria if the CVR score is 1. If 
it is less than 1, then the item should be revised ac-
cording to the raters’ feedback or deleted. 
 
Data Analysis 
 
The analysis used to test the hypothesis (i.e., exa-
mining the relationship between ethnocentrism and 
discrimination of native Indonesian students against 
ethnic Chinese students with prejudice as a media-
tor) was regression analysis with a simple mediation 
model, which is mediation analysis with one media-
tor variable. The procedure to test mediation fol-
lows the mediation analysis procedure by Baron and  
Kenny (1986) as shown in Figure 2. 
Statistical software to test this research hypo-
thesis was SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sci-
ences) version 20.0 for Windows. 
 
 
Results 
 
Description of Research Variables 
 
Research variables are described to provide an 
overview of the frequency distribution of partici-
pants’ score category based on their total scores in 
the three research questionnaires. The score cate-
gory was calculated based on ideal norming with 
five categories ranging from "very low", "low", 
"medium", "high", to "very high". The frequency 
distribution of participants’ score category in the 
Discrimination Questionnaire is shown in Table 5. 
Table 5 shows that most native Indonesian stu-
dents who were the participants in this study had dis-
crimination scores in the "low" category (179 peo-
ple or 59.7%) and "moderate" category (82 people 
or 27.3%). Table 6 shows the frequency distribution 
of participants’ score category in the Prejudice Qu-
estionnaire. 
Table 6 shows that the majority of participants in 
this study had moderate levels of prejudice with 169 
respondents (56.3%.). Table 7 shows the frequency 
distribution of participants’ score category in the Eth-
nocentrism Questionnaire. Table 7 shows that ethno-
centrism levels of most native Indonesian students 
who were the participants in this study were in the 
"moderate" category (181 people or 60.3%.) and 
"high" category (102 people or 34.0%). 
 
Hypothesis Testing 
 
The result of a statistical parametric test using re-
gression analysis with a simple mediation model is 
summarized in Table 8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. A model for data analysis. 
(adapted from Baron & Kenny, 1986: 1176) 
Ethnocentrism 
Prejudice 
Discrimination 
a b 
c(c’) 
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The first-stage analysis using regression analysis 
was conducted to test the fulfillment of three required 
conditions (Baron & Kenny, 1986) as shown in Fi-
gure 2. As described in Table 7, the first condition 
(path c) was met, showing that ethnocentrism was a 
significant predictor of discrimination (t = 10.596; p 
< .01). The second condition (path a) was also met, 
indicating that ethnocentrism was a significant pre-
dictor of prejudice (t = 12.064; p < .01). The third 
condition produced two estimated predictive values: 
the relation of prejudice to discrimination (path b), 
and the relation of ethnocentrism to discrimination 
(path c’). Prejudice was found to be a significant pre-
dictor for discrimination (path b), t = 12.637; p < .01. 
However, ethnocentrism was not a significant pre-
dictor for discrimination when prejudice was con-
trolled (line-c '), t = 1.455; p > .05. 
The result of mediation analysis using the PRO-
CESS procedure (Hayes, 2013) was consistent with 
the result shown in Table 8. The contribution of eth-
nocentrism to prejudice was 38.2% (R2 = 0.328). It 
was greater than the contribution of ethnocentrism to 
discrimination, which is 27.4% (R2 = 0.274). The 
analysis examining the model revealed the signifi-
cant role of both ethnocentrism and prejudice in pre-
dicting discrimination with F(2,297) = 165.87 and p 
< .01(R2 = 0.528). 
 
 
Discussion 
 
The result of this study showed that prejudice was 
the mediator variable in the relationship between 
ethnocentrism and discrimination. The result is in 
line with the theoretical concept proposed by Myers 
(2013). According to Myers, prejudice is the ante-
cedent of discrimination and is shaped by stereotype 
as a cognitive dimension, which in this study is re-
presented by ethnocentrism. With respect to inter-
ethnic relations, the connections among the three re-
search variables in the perspective of social psycho-
logy can be explained using the basic concept that 
shapes the relationship of the three variables, name-
ly social identity. According to the social identity the-
ory (Martiny & Rubin, 2016), individuals consider 
themselves in a certain category and associate them-
selves with a group (in-group), and then they com-
pare their in-group with other groups (out-groups) 
with a tendency to assume that their group is more 
positive than other groups. 
Furthermore, cognitive processes within indivi-
duals and groups that shape social identity as the 
basis for ethnocentrism can be explained using the 
Integrative Model of Social Identification (IMSI) pro-
posed by Van Veelen et al. (2016). According to the 
model, self-anchoring and self-stereotyping are two 
cognitive processes that are closely related to indi-
viduals and groups. Self-stereotyping occurs when in-
dividuals integrate the characteristics commonly fo-
und in their ethnic group into their self-concept. Me-
anwhile, self-anchoring, as opposed to self-stereoty-
ping, indicates that individuals use their personal self 
as a positive standard to define their ethnic group (in-
group) and to distinguish them from other ethnic gro-
ups (outgroup, Van Veelen et al.). 
The result of regression analysis with a simple 
mediation model (Baron & Kenny, 1986) as seen in 
Table 8 indicated the c' path with t = 1.455 and p > 
.05. This was consistent with mediation analysis u-
sing the PROCESS procedure (Hayes, 2013), indi-
cating that the contribution of ethnocentrism to pre-
judice (38.2% or R2 = 0.328) was greater than the 
Table 5  
Frequency Distribution of Discrimination Variable 
Category Value Range Frequency Percentage 
Very high > 49.00 2 0.7 
High 38.00 - 48.00 19 6.3 
Medium 27.00 - 37.00 82 27.3 
Low 16.00 - 26.00 179 59.7 
Very low  < 15.00 18 6.0 
Total  300 100 
 
Table 6  
Frequency Distribution of Prejudice Variable 
Category Value Range Frequency Percentage 
Very high > 74.51 1 0.3 
High 59.00 - 74.50 62 20.7 
Medium 41.51 - 58.00 169 56.3 
Low 26.00 - 41.50 61 20.3 
Very low  < 25.00 7 2.3 
Total  300 100 
 
Table 7 
Frequency Distribution of Ethnocentrism Variable 
Category Value Range Frequency Percentage 
Very high > 72.26 1 0.3 
High 54.51 - 72.25 102 34.0 
Medium 36.76 - 54.50 181 60.3 
Low 20.00 - 36.75 14 4.7 
Very low  < 19.00 2 0.7 
Total  300 100 
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contribution of ethnocentrism to discrimination (27.4%; 
R2 = 0.274). Based on both results, it can be conclu-
ded that the relationship between ethnocentrism and 
discrimination was completely mediated by preju-
dice. Therefore, the research hypothesis was accepted. 
The result in Table 8 also showed that when the 
analysis was performed without considering the con-
tribution of prejudice (path c), high levels of ethno-
centrism of native Indonesian students significantly 
predicted high levels of discrimination against eth-
nic Chinese students. However, when the analysis 
was conducted by taking into account the role of 
prejudice (path c'), the result showed that the influ-
ence of ethnocentrism of native Indonesian students 
on discrimination against ethnic Chinese students 
was no longer significant. In other words, the posi-
tive influence of ethnocentrism of native Indonesian 
students on discrimination against ethnic Chinese 
students would be stronger or weaker depended on 
the higher or lower score of individuals’ prejudice. 
The result that confirmed the role of prejudice as 
the mediator in the relationship between ethnocen-
trism and discrimination is consistent with the theo-
retical concepts proposed by social psychologists. 
Myers (2013), for example, suggests inseparable re-
lationships among belief, attitude, and behavior. Be-
liefs concerning the characteristics of a certain group 
(in this study, it is represented by ethnocentrism) 
will shape an individual's attitude toward out-group 
(in this study, it is represented by prejudice). Subse-
quently, attitude will affect individuals’ behavior a-
gainst other individuals or groups (in this study, it is 
discrimination against ethnic Chinese students). The 
result of this study is consistent with the result of 
the previous study by Ahmadi, Shahmohamadi, and 
Araghi (2011) showing that ethnocentrism genera-
tes prejudice, in addition to distrust, insecurity and 
discrimination against other ethnic groups. Indivi-
duals who have strong ethnic identity tend to have 
high levels of prejudice toward other ethnic groups 
(Ali, et al., 2010; Bergh, Akrami, Sidanius & Sibley, 
2016; Ulaan, Herani, & Rahmawati, 2016). 
Ethnocentrism as the belief in the superiority of 
one’s own group (Sumner, 1906; Pocovnicu & 
Vasilache, 2012) occurs because of in-group bias or 
in-group favoritism, as well as motivation of one’s 
ethnic group to dominate other ethnic groups. In-
group favoritism is an attributional error in which 
each individual or group tends to judge his/her own 
group more positively than other groups (Grimm, 
Utikal, & Valmasoni, 2017; Huntera et al., 2017). 
Furthermore, using the social dominance theory 
(Kteily, Sidanius, & Levin, 2011; Martiny, & Rubin, 
2016), ethnocentrism as the superiority over other 
ethnic groups occurs because each group unconsci-
ously has a motivation to dominate other ethnic gro-
ups in order to obtain a higher social hierarchy. 
Data shown in Table 6, reveal that native Indonesian 
students had scores of discrimination against ethnic 
Chinese students at the 'low' and 'moderate' catego-
ries. In addition, as seen in Table 7, the scores of pre-
judice towards ethnic Chinese students were in the 
'medium' and ‘low’ categories. The low scores in both 
variables were not only because participants’ ethno-
centrism scores were low (Table 8), but also because 
most participants had an open interaction with eth-
nic Chinese in their daily life. Most participants re-
ported that they currently had friends or ever had 
friends from ethnic Chinese (96.3%), and the rela-
tionship was considered 'close' (51.7%) and they ge-
nerally had Chinese Indonesian neighbors (76.3%). 
The fact that native Indonesian students in this stu-
dy are accustomed to interacting with ethnic Chi-
nese suggest that the quantity and intensity of con-
tacts with other groups might decrease prejudice. 
This is consistent with previous studies indicating that 
prejudice would decrease with the increase of in-
tense relationships with other groups, such as groups 
of people from other ethnicities and races (Marista, 
2014), people with intellectual and developmental 
disabilities (Keith, Bennetto, & Rogge, 2015), im-
migrants (Meeusen, 2014), and people with different 
Table 8  
Summary of the Results of Regression Analysis Based on Baron’s and Kenny’s Procedures  
Path 
Variable 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
 
Standardized 
Coefficients t    p 
Independent Dependent B Std. Error Beta 
c Ethnocentrism Discrimination 0.422 0.040 0.523 10.596 0.000 
a Ethnocentrism Prejudice 0.720 0.060 0.573 12.064 0.000 
b Prejudice Discrimination 0.394 0.031 0.615 12.637 0.000 
c' Ethnocentrism*Prejudice Discrimination 0.218 0.150 0.064 1.455 0.147 
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sexual orientations (González-Jiménez, & Fischer, 
2017). 
The result of this study also showed that ethno-
centrism was the predictor of prejudice (t = 12.064; 
p < .01). This is in line with previous researches 
(Pocovnicu & Vasilache, 2012; Buchori, 2017). Their 
studies showed that high ethnocentrism was associ-
ated with high prejudice toward other ethnicities. A 
classical research by Adorno et al. (1950) suggested 
that individuals with high ethnocentrism tended to 
prejudice against out-group and they were charac-
terized by being intolerance, displaying punitive be-
haviors, and showing conformity to in-group au-
thority, which were similar to the characteristics of 
authoritarian personality. People with authoritarian 
personality appear awkward in interacting with peo-
ple from other ethnicities. The authoritarian perso-
nality might be developed from unloved and strict 
parenting style that resulted in children to learn to 
control their anxiety by being rigid. 
Neuliep, Hintz, & McCroskey (2005) conducted 
a correlational study of interethnic relationships in 
the organizational context with 117 fourth-year stu-
dents at the Liberal Arts College in Midwestern, US. 
In this study, before completing a questionnaire, 
participants were shown a video of work interview 
with Korean students that were conducted at a fi-
nancial aid office in a college in the US. The result 
showed that there was a negative association be-
tween ethnocentrism and prejudice that was repre-
sented by perceived interpersonal attractiveness, 
credibility, and recommended salary. The similar 
result was found when the participants were shown 
a video of interview with managers from other A-
sian backgrounds in a company in the US. The re-
sult showed that there was a negative relationship 
between ethnocentrism and perceived interpersonal 
attractiveness, credibility, attitudes toward mana-
gers, and work effectiveness. Previous studies have 
shown that ethnocentrism is an important factor in 
predicting individuals’ behavior in interethnic rela-
tions. High ethnocentrism score is negatively corre-
lated with the success rate of individuals working 
overseas (Reichard, Dollwet, & Louw-Potgieter, 
2014); In addition, ethnocentrism could decrease 
individuals’ motivation to interact with people from 
other cultures (Yulvika et al., 2014) and increase su-
perior feelings over other groups (Pettigrew & Tropp, 
2011). Other studies have shown that ethnocentrism 
could prohibit intercultural communication (Logana, 
Steelb, & Hunta, 2016). Furthermore, individuals 
with high levels of ethnocentrism were often invol-
ved in antisocial behavior against other ethnic groups 
(Pocovnicu & Vasilache, 2012). 
Multiple regression analysis used to test the mo-
del revealed the significant roles of both ethnocen-
trism and prejudice in predicting discrimination; F 
=165.87, p < .01, and R2 = 0.528. Ethnocentrism and 
prejudice of native Indonesian students were signi-
ficantly predicted discrimination against ethnic Chi-
nese students with effective contribution of 52.8%. 
The remaining (47.2%) was considered the influence 
of other variables apart from ethnocentrism and pre-
judice. Theoretically, the other factors that might in-
fluence discrimination are personality types, particu-
larly authoritarian personality (Hodson, MacInnis, & 
Busseri, 2017), past experiences through the learning 
process from social environment or through the so-
cialization process by socialization agents, such as 
parents, friends, and mass media (Meeusen, 2014; 
Cabrera, Kuhns, Malin, & Aldoney, 2016), the in-
fluence of attitudes on discriminatory behavior, sig-
nificant others, and individuals’ perceptions on dif-
ficulties or easiness in performing discriminatory 
behavior (Irwin, Symons, & Kerr, 2009), inequality 
of social status (Kteily, Sidanius, & Levin, 2011; 
Licciardello, Castiglione, Rampullo, & Scolla, 2014), 
and the levels of competitions and intergroup con-
flicts for particular status and resources (Maddux et 
al., 2008). 
 
Limitations and Suggestions 
 
There are three limitations of this study that could 
be used for recommendations for further research. 
The limitations are related to the measurement of 
research variables, the theoretical concept used, and 
the results of study. First, in relation to the measure-
ment of discrimination as a dependent variable, this 
study measured only two out of the seven dimen-
sions of discrimination stated by Liliweri (2005), 
which are motivation and discriminatory behavior. 
The other dimensions of discrimination that are not 
measured in this study are the impact of discrimina-
tion, the relationship between motivation and discri-
minatory behavior, the relationship between discri-
mination and discrimination contexts, the institu-
tional contexts and the broader community contexts. 
Future researchers could measure the seven dimen-
sions of discrimination to obtain a more holistic con-
cept of discrimination that could be used to explain 
discrimination at macro level (social policy praxis), 
not only at the micro level (individual) as measured 
in this study. 
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Second, another limitation is on the theoretical 
concept used to construct prejudice. We consider 
prejudice as the construct of attitude. Therefore, we 
develop an interethnic prejudice measure based on 
the three aspects of attitudes, which are cognitive, 
affective, and conative. Alternatively, further studies 
could use other theoretical concepts of prejudice 
which emphasize the forms of intergroup prejudice, 
such as direct and indirect prejudice. One of the me-
asures developed from such a theoretical concept is 
the subtle and blatant prejudice scale by Pettigrew 
& Meertens (1995). The blatant prejudice scale is a 
traditional measure of direct prejudice, whilst the 
subtle prejudice scale is a modern measure assess-
ing indirect prejudice. 
The third limitation is related to the results of this 
study. This study explains discrimination only from 
two research variables: prejudice and ethnocentrism, 
in the context of university students. Using the psy-
chosocial perspective, i.e. social identity that shapes 
ethnocentrism and prejudice, the two variables ex-
plained 52.8% of the variance in discrimination. 
Nevertheless, theoretically, there are other factors 
that could influence discrimination, such as personal-
demographic factors, as well as social and situati-
onal factors. Thus, further studies are suggested to 
include more antecedent variables to explain the un-
derlying factors of discrimination and to investtigate 
these in different social settings. 
 
Conclusion and Recommendation 
 
Despite its limitations, the study has several prac-
tical contributions. The results revealed that univer-
sity students who studied at a college with Chinese 
students had a lower level of prejudice towards Chi-
nese ethnic groups than those who studied at a col-
lege without having Chinese students. This study 
triggers a cognitive exercise of the faculty of ethnic 
based universities to apply nonconventional policies 
in recruiting students. They should be aware of the 
value of multicultural activities which may increase 
harmony and reduce cultural isolation among stu-
dents. Moreover, university should encourage students 
to engage with Chinese ethnic groups in learning, 
organization, and social activities. 
Moreover, educators should encourage activities 
which involve students from diverse ethnic back-
grounds to work together in non-competitive and 
engaging activities, such as goodwill trips and social 
services. Through these activities, a better under-
standing of other ethnic groups will be built. In ad-
dition, these interactions will reduce the in-group 
and out-group feelings among the students. The ac-
tivities will avoid any stereotypes, group exclusive-
ness, and ethnocentrism. Future research should ex-
plore the impact of students’ backgrounds and reli-
gious orientations. By considering these variables, 
the influence of educational environments on preju-
dice can be clearly understood. Finally, prejudices 
to other groups, particularly against Chinese ethnic 
groups, will be reduced. 
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